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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to evaluate 
attitudes and behaviors of parks and recreation 
visitors related to environmentally harmful behavior 
fragile parks and recreation areas. T-Test and Chi- 
Square analyses are utilized in finding visitors' 
attitudes and behaviors. The findings of this study 
were to provide implications for management in the 
development of appropriate management actions.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Problem Statement
The resources for managing national parks and 
recreation areas have remained constant or in some 
cases declined, while visitor counts continue to 
increase. Park managers are now faced with the 
difficult task of trying to manage the delicate 
ecological environment of their parks. To do this they 
must use their limited resources efficiently.
The problem this study addresses is how park 
managers can make visitors aware of the environmental 
damage they cause and how park management can influence 
visitor's behavior. To do this, the study will 
investigate the attitudes and behaviors of park 
visitors. The study will also look at the perceptions 
of park visitors relating to causes of environmental 
damage and management tactics used to control 
environmental damages. The result of the study will 
provide park managers with a better understanding of 
their customers and specifically how they might be able 
to communicate more effectively with their customers, 
the park users.
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Introduction.
0'Leary(1987) noted that the demand for outdoor 
recreation has continually increased, while supply has 
remained static and, in some cases, decreased. The 
resources available to meet this demand are limited. 
Consequently, environmental damage within limited 
resources is caused by visitor's destructive behaviors 
such as vandalism.
Park managers must consider differences between 
the attitudes visitors hold and actual behavior 
(Manfredo and Yuan, 1992). There is a need for park 
managers to understand visitor attitudes and behaviors. 
McGuire(1992) feels visitor behaviors and attitudes are 
the most important factors that influence individual 
behavior in a park and recreation environment. Through 
an understanding of visitor attitudes and behaviors, 
park managers can develop more effective methods to 
manage, communicate, and educate visitors. This will 
help influence visitor behavior in a positive way and 
help preserve the integrity of park and recreation 
resources.
This study will collect information on attitudes 
of park visitors toward acts that can potentially harm 
the park's ecological environment. It will gain 
information on self-reported behavior of park visitors 
that could have caused environmental damage. The study
will also collect information on visitor's perceptions 
of management techniques and causes of environmental 
damages. The study will analyze the above information 
together with demographic information. Results of this 
data analysis will be used to develop suggestions on 
how park managers can better communicate with and 
manage park visitors, and thus minimize environmental 
damage by visitors.
Delimitations of the Study
This study can be delimited in the following 
categories: First, results of one park and recreation 
setting(Red Rock Canyon) may not be generalized to 
other park and recreation settings. Second, the survey 
was taken in November; there might be seasonal 
differences in the type of people who visit parks.
Thus, results may not be representative of park 
visitors in other seasons.
Support for The Study
One of the most important aspects in leisure is a 
lack of understanding of visitor attitudes and 
behaviors. Visitor behaviors and attitudes are more 
complex than generally thought. Past research (Hultsam, 
1989; Moore, 1986) has found individuals who are 
highly educated are likely to worry about environmental
damages at a park. Those who are less educated may not 
be willing to put forth an effort to preserve healthy 
environments. Similarly, young adults have less 
positive behaviors toward environmental damages than 
middle age and senior citizens. The relationship that 
might exist between visitors' levels of education and 
their attitudes, and between visitors' age and their 
behaviors enable park managers to identify management 
actions to prevent environmental damages. If these 
relationships are supported in this study, it can have 
implications for park management.
Hypotheses
Two hypotheses in this research are; One, people 
with higher levels of education have more positive 
attitudes about the awareness of environmental damages 
than people with lower levels of education. Two, middle 
age and senior citizens have more positive behaviors 
toward environmental damages than young adults.
Definitions
Attitude. Defined as the individual's set of 
categories for evaluating a stimulus domain, which 
someone has established as he learns about the domain 
in interaction with other persons and which relate him
to various subsets within the domain with varying 
degrees of positive or negative affect. Thus, attitudes 
are valuative statements concerning objects, people, 
and events (Robbins, 1991}.
Behavior. Refers to the total process whereby the 
individual interacts with the environment. Every 
thought, feeling or action people have as individuals 
is a part of human behavior. Behavior is the observable 
actions of people (Robbins, 1991).
Ecosystem. Refers to the functional units of the 
biosphere in the same way that cells are the functional 
units of living organisms. An ecosystem contains all 
the populations of plants and animal species that live 
and interact in a given area at a particular time, as 
well as the chemical and physical factors that make up 
the non-living environment. An ecosystem may be an 
ocean, a tropical rainforest, a fallen log, or a puddle 
of water. All of the earth's ecosystems put together 
make up the biosphere (Cable, 1995).
Natural Resources. Refers to materials produced 
naturally in the physical environment, which are used 
for human needs. Examples are fertile soil, fresh 
water, fuel, building materials, fibers to make 
clothes, and physical space. Types of resources include 
soil, water, land, animals, plants, minerals, and 
energy (Cable, 1995).
Perception. Defined as the particular 
interpretation one gives to objects or ideas observed 
or otherwise brought to the individual's attention 
through the senses (Walters, 1987).
Abbreviations
NPS is the abbreviation for National Park Service 
USFS is the abbreviation for United States Forest 
Service.
PNB is the abbreviation for Petersburg National 
Battlfield.
SAM is the abbreviation for San Antonio Missions. 
BLM is the abbreviation for Bureau of Land 
Management.
CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
This chapter examines the pertinent literature 
relevant to the objectives of this research. The 
chapter discusses factors that might lead to 
environmental damage by park visitations. The chapter 
begins with a general overview of parks and recreation 
areas. The chapter continues to examine literature 
topics; current park conditions, park resources, 
threats to park resources, threats from outside, and 
visitor influences. The end of this chapter examines a 
study related to people's attitudes on environmental 
issues.
General Overview
National and public parks are more than mere 
special and spectacular pieces of land. Visitors should 
regard national and public parks as a precious part of 
our national heritage. For more than 75 years, the 
National Parks Service(NPS) has held a responsibility 
to maintain resources of the parks and to provide for 
their enjoyment by visitors (Science and National 
Parks, 1992). Increasing numbers of visitors and
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various stresses of the modern world are causing damage 
to fragile environments. This could be a critical 
concern at both national and public parks. Today, many 
distinguishing features and resources of the national 
and public parks turn out to be in serious jeopardy. 
Natural resources are severely damaged and contaminated 
by overcrowding, overused camping grounds, illegal 
camping, off road vehicles and visitor's destructive 
behavior at both public and national parks.
Protecting resources of national and public parks 
requires more practical knowledge, and an increasingly 
sophisticated application of that knowledge (Science 
and the National Parks, 1992). The problems and needs 
faced by parks today are too extensive and complex to 
solve. Parks are designed to meet visitor needs and 
wants. Problems facing parks include facility overuse, 
crowding, air pollution, traffic, water pollution, 
contaminated surroundings, noise, and visitor's 
destructive behavior. Under these circumstances, the 
park might need to build more campgrounds, limit 
campgrounds, reduce the number of cars, and expand the 
recreation area.
Threats to indigenous species caused by exotic 
species, threats to park resources caused by an 
overcrowding number of visitors, and threats to long­
term ecosystem viability caused by the myriad stresses
9of the twentieth century all jeopardize unique and 
invaluable systems (Darling and Eichhorn, 1971). 
Although an adequate practical knowledge or any 
particular program alone cannot ensure the integrity of 
national and public parks, it can enable faster 
identification of problems, greater understanding of 
causes and effects, and better insights about 
prevention, mitigation, and management of problems 
(Miles and Seabrooke, 1977).
Any examination of national and public park 
management can uncover cases in which manager's lack of 
understanding of park resources has led to many 
problems such as degradation of resource quality, 
increased conflicts between visitors and resources, or 
escalation of minor concerns into major problems 
(Science and the National Parks, 1992). Hummel(1987) 
noted that visitor facilities were developed in 
habitats critical to endangered species before the 
concept of endangered species was appreciated. Another 
case was that unknown fish species were adopted to 
improve recreational fisheries without regard to the 
implications for native species and predators that 
could feed on them (Science and the National Parks,
1992). Allowing campsites for visitors led to 
unanticipated damages in the distinctive character of 
recreational areas within parks. Fire suppression led
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to unanticipated changes in the distinctive character 
of forests as well. All such examples illustrate that 
almost invariably, the initial setting and management 
of the park was done without adequate understanding of 
user's behaviors and the complexity of ecological 
systems. In fact, today's threats to the parks are 
difficult to mitigate and control because of their 
complexity (Hummel, 1987).
Current Park Conditions
Conditions in parks today give warning for 
concern. Considering human influences and alteration to 
the Earth's landscape, national and public parks have 
become besieged treasures (Forgey, 1990). National and 
public parks are mainly developed for the enjoyment of 
people.
As mentioned above, the purpose of development of 
national and public parks is for people, but an 
increasing number of park visitors, and the facilities 
needed to accommodate them, are overwhelming some 
parks. Air pollution, often from distant and diffuse 
sources, already has compromised aesthetic factors and 
values within many approximate cities of national and 
public parks (Forgey, 1990). Visitors and users, 
overcrowding inside, and actions outside park 
boundaries are causing critical changes in ground and
11
surface water, accelerating pest introduction, 
increasing stream sedimentation, threatening wildlife 
population, and deteriorating environments (Hummel, 
1987) .
In some parks, destruction of resources is now 
increasingly probable and, in fact, is under way in 
some areas. Increasing human populations, pervasive 
changes in the environment, and increasing demands on 
the nation's natural resources present managers of 
national and public parks with a critical challenge to 
bring about better public understanding and more 
effective conservation of the besieged treasures 
contained within national and public parks (Forgey, 
1990). Park practioners and managers are also 
challenged to make use of the national and public parks 
as unique, protected ecosystems where research can 
improve society's ability to deal with environmental 
change.
Park Resources
Historically in communities, there is a period of 
learning how to access a resource and use it, followed 
by a period of sufficient enjoyment which seems endless 
in that happy time. There comes a choice of working out 
the resource and losing it, or learning the art and 
science of conservation that the resources may be
perpetuated by wise control and use (Darling and 
Erichhorn, 1971). Darling and Erichhorn (1971) stated 
that the forest estate of the United States passed 
through the stages of being a menace to be pushed back, 
a resource to be used without thought, and finally an 
estate to be cared for under a body so eminent and able 
as the United States Forest Service(USFS). It is fully 
realized that there is some blessed, some happy moment 
when the population and natural resource are in 
momentary balance of usefulness, enjoyment and 
ecological repose. The fact, however, is that the 
moment of human enlightenment mostly comes later than 
the moment of optimum condition and in the whole story 
of conservation people are trying to repair the damages 
they have allowed to take place (Miles and Seabrooke, 
1977). In mentioning the forest estate, people have 
used an example where the resource is finite at any one 
time, the measure being board-feet and the variables 
being climate, water supply, and fire (Science and the 
National Park, 1992). These variables should be studied 
intensively to build up the knowledge of park and 
environment management.
The national and public park estate is clearly 
finite in acreage, but the resource of national pride, 
enjoyment and usefulness in the life of the people 
cannot be set down as board-feet. It is true that most
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plants, animals and ecological relationships are 
important parts of the resource both for enjoyment and 
for maintenance of nature (Darling and Erichhorn,
1971) . In fact, few people understand that scientific 
detail of the ecology makes no difference to the 
assumption that a landscape in ecological repose is 
generally one that gives pleasure (Miles and Seabrooke, 
1977) .
There was not a moment of park optimum condition 
in the history of the National Park System(NPS) of the 
United States (Miles and Seabrooke, 1977). The reason 
is that there was constantly an informed feeling that 
certain other areas and examples of natural phenomena 
should be brought into the system. It is suggested that 
the period 1935 - 1940 was a peak of both achievement 
and enjoyment (Miles and Seabrooke, 1977). Morale in 
the service was very high and visitors found it 
possible to gain that experience of national and public 
parks which had been the ideal of pioneers of the 
movement. Architectural standards were high, there was 
a beginning of ecological awareness within the park 
service, and pressures from visitors and cars were 
significantly lower than now (Miles and Seabrooke,
1977) .
The question can be asked that what are national 
and public parks for? If park managers and practioners
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satisfactorily answered this question, the answer might 
help them to define what a park should be, irrespective 
of several differing reasons why areas are designated 
as such. The everglades were designated primarily 
because of the wonders of wildlife, plant and animal, 
in the unique set of circumstances. According to a 
recent research plan, it suggests re-emphasis of the 
primary obligation and need to implement such a 
research plan. Certain developments and trends in 
national and public parks in the last fifteen years 
cause doubt whether there will ever be a real return to 
a purer conception of national and public parks 
(Everhart, 1983). Managers are well aware that there 
must be evolution in perceptions and trends but they 
find themselves unable to get away from the 
uncomfortable impression that any policy is 
philosophically unsure and contributing to the general 
deterioration apparent in several properties. Further 
uncertainty is exhibited by the multiplicity of 
decisions and different policies resulting from 
unnecessary and excessive decentralization (Darling and 
Erichhorn, 1971) .
The problem at national and public parks today is 
increasing numbers of visitors where the supply for 
them is limited. There is a National Park Service(NPS) 
and a considerable body of know-how (Darling and
15
Erichhorn, 1971). One thing certain is that there can 
be no absolute set of standards and statement of 
policy, and any manual of national and public park 
management must emphasize the need for flexibility and 
impress the fact that every park or monument is such by 
virtue of individual claims to beauty, history or 
scientific interest and uniqueness. Flexibility should 
be always in the realm of procedure enlightened by 
knowledge, and not in principles driven by experience 
(Darling and Erichhorn, 1971) .
It is necessary to examine certain democratic 
convictions critically in relation to national and 
public parks - because they are out of doors, is the 
visiting capacity to be infinite? If park managers have 
a finite building in which an orchestra is to give a 
concert, the seats are reserved and unreserved and 
there is a limited amount of standing room, but when 
the building is full, it is full, and if there are any 
doubts, fire regulations are posted at the doors, 
proclaiming the number of persons it is lawful to 
accept into the building. Relatively, national and 
public parks have linear boundaries and a vast amount 
of empty air but its capacity is a matter of subtle and 
expert assessment (Everhart, 1983).
For instance, if the stage of standing room only 
is reached, the natural pageant which the people have
16
come to see is largely obscured and the occupants of 
either reserved or unreserved seats will receive either 
a poor or even negative return for their trouble in 
having travelled to a national and public park. The 
fact must be faced up to that in the era of growing 
population, more leisure and increased mobility, 
national and public parks have need to post a 'Space 
Full' sign at the gate long before 'Standing Room Only' 
is reached, for it is not merely reduction of enjoyment 
of the concert which concerns, but also damage to the 
national and public park which may be more easily 
fragile and deteriorating than a concert hall in the 
building (Darling and Erichhorn, 1971) .
The enormous increase in drive-in campsites is an
example of very expensive facilities which do nothing 
at all for the ecological maintenance and the location 
where environmental damages occurs at a park (Everhart,
1983) . A campsite within a national and public park is
one of the major variables that effects the
deteriorating environments unless managers maintain 
them properly (Everhart, 1983) . Demand for campsites 
might be controlled to some extent, while at the same 
time reducing the considerable uncertainty attending a 
hopeful camper's finding an empty spot on a busy 
weekend, by requiring prior booking for the most 
popular camp grounds (Everhart, 1983). If managers fail
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to organize and control appropriate campsites during a 
busy weekend or high demand season, visitors and users 
will simply look for convenient spots for themselves 
without considering and following house rules. If a 
space is full, managers will hardly expect that users 
will go back home but instead users eagerly try to find 
any possible spaces, although these spots are not 
suitable for camping. It eventually causes 
environmental damages at a park.
Threats to Park Resources
The continuing growth of threats to park resources 
is a certain source of complexity in park management. 
The 1980 State of the Park survey uncovered diverse 
pressures on park resources (Reilly, 1985). Problems 
drawn from the survey varied in scale and magnitude 
from park to park. Aesthetic degradation was the most 
frequently reported threat, while visitor impacts and 
pollution, air pollution, user activity, encroachment 
of exotic plants and animals, and inadequate facility 
allocation were also noted(Reilly, 1985). Visitor use 
and abuse are the most familiar as well as the most 
intertwined with the National Park Service's 
fundamental mission (Hummel, 1987). In the broadest 
sense, every visitor's attitudes and behaviors are the 
most crucial threatening factors to park resources
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(Reilly, 1985). Hummel(1987) suggested that the very 
presence of park visitors necessitate vehicle use and 
facilities; park roads, trails, campsites, concession 
accommodations, utilities, access routes, sewage 
lagoons, and land falls (Lime and Lucas, 1979).
Even visitors' activities most compatible with 
park resources such as picnicking, camping, hiking, and 
backpacking leave a serious mark (Reilly, 1985). Over 
time, campers can virtually eliminate the understory 
vegetation around campsites. Archaeological and 
historical sites suffer from daily wear and tear as 
well. Visitor behaviors might unintentionally disturb 
the natural behavior of animals. The very presence of 
visitors may exclude wildlife from limited water 
sources or prime feeding grounds. Insensitive visitors' 
behaviors might cause more damage by breaking off 
branches or chopping down or uprooting small, young 
trees for firewood (Brown, 1973) . Careless hikers 
hasten dune erosion by their trampling and create 
informal trails by walking across delicate alpine 
vegetation (Reilly, 1985).
These visitor related problems are inevitable if 
resources are to remain accessible. In a sense, to 
fence visitors out would surely preserve the park 
environments. The parks, however, are for people to 
enjoy; their justification is in their human values.
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Despite introducing more sophisticated techniques for 
handling an increasing number of visitors; limiting 
stays in some popular or fragile camping and 
backcountry areas and educating visitors about their 
unintentional disruptive effects, the service still 
faces a challenge dealing with the effects of visitors, 
even those whose behaviors and activities seem most 
compatible with both resource protection and park 
accessibility (Reilly, 1985).
Visitor impact sometimes entails clear-cut abuse 
(Everhart, 1983). Vandalism and theft are ongoing 
problems being solved, particularly in historical and 
cultural parks (Hummel, 1987). Some evidences show 
that, for example, Petersburg National Battlfield(PNB) 
exhibits have been toppled and cannons rolled down 
hills and vandals have stolen or damaged monuments and 
battlefield markers (Reilly, 1985). Furthermore, at San 
Antonio Missions(SAM), church artifacts have been 
defaced and graffiti scrawled on walls and religious 
sculptures (Reilly, 1985) . In between extremes of 
compatible and incompatible are a range of visitors 
behaviors and activities on which the park service, 
drawing on its judgements about the effects on 
resources, should make a .decision about 
appropriateness.
Preestablished patterns of recreation might be
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difficult to disestablish, for instance, as in the case 
of off-road vehicle use (Everhart, 1983). Applications 
based on one set of values often remain when values 
change. For example, consider hotels and full-service 
recreational vehicle campgrounds in sensitive natural 
areas. When limits are proposed, either by the park 
service or by conservationists, visitor control 
measures used for diverse effect are needed (Reilly, 
1985; Everhart, 1983). In 1977, off-road vehicle use 
that caused considerable damage to vegetation, wildlife 
habitats, and other resources was banned by executive 
order at a park (Reilly, 1985). Nevertheless,
Reilly(1985) indicated that pressures to allow off-road 
vehicles are strong, especially at some national parks 
and recreational settings, and national seashore areas. 
After all, restricted to areas and zones, off-road 
vehicles used by visitors continues in some units as 
park personnel struggle to document damage, curb 
violations, and mitigate effects (Everhart, 1983).
At times, the real issue is less the physical 
damage to resources caused by visitors than the effect 
they have in diminishing for others an experience 
rarely possible outside national and public parks 
(Hummel, 1987). Visitors around the most popular 
natural and cultural features trample ground cover; yet 
management to reduce resource damages might be
aesthetically offensive (Miles and Seabrooke, 1977). It 
is true that bleacher seats make it more convenient for 
users to see Old Faithful, but crowds inevitably affect 
experience of the natural phenomenon (Hummel, 1987). 
Some areas can reconcile authenticity and accessibility 
more gracefully, although imperfectly. In Yellowstone, 
for instance, a short distance from Old Faithful, lie 
miles of quite untouched and uncontaminated areas. The 
crowd is one of the biggest problems management faced 
in Yellowstone, a reporter writes of a 1983 visit. It 
is suggested that it is painful to think they may be 
the chief impression many visitors take home (Reilly,
1985).
Threats from Outside
Visitors regard national and public parks as 
places with entrances, fixed boundaries that divide the 
area inside the park from that outside (Doell and 
Twardzik, 1979). For all the attention given to the 
dilemma of preservation versus use inside parks, 
neither increased pressures by visitors nor 
incompatible activities by inholding necessarily 
present the most difficult problems in maintaining the 
long-term integrity of the park management and system. 
Problems associated with sources located outside the 
park boundaries, according to the reports of National
Park Service(NPS) officials who prepared a follow-up 
study to the State of Park, are very complex and much 
more difficult to solve and deal with (Toalson, 1985).
One of the park system's fundamental mandate is to 
manage, maintain, and conserve wildlife (Doell and 
Twardzik, 1979). But few national and public parks 
encompass within their boundaries the overall 
ecosystems necessary to maintain natural balance for 
certain species. The size of a park is particularly 
crucial for large mammals, whose ranges and migration 
route frequently encompass hundreds of square miles and 
seasonally extend outside park boundaries (Doell and 
Twardzik, 1979).
Deteriorating air quality might considerably 
diminish the aesthetic and physical experience in the 
park (Brown, 1973). There are a few exceptions such as 
automobile exhaust and campfire smoke but mostly air 
pollution in the parks is carried from outside by 
prevailing winds (Brown, 1973) . Some effects of air 
pollution are an invisible phenomenon. For instance, 
emissions from smelters and generating plants may 
contain acids and other chemicals brought to the parks 
in the form of rain and dust, contaminating streams and 
lakes or the atmosphere (Doell and Twardzik, 1979). 
Evidence of damage to park water resource and biota is 
well researched and demonstrable, but proving and
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establishing a direct link to the origin is very 
difficult. The effect of acid rain is harmful on 
cultural resources in national and public parks 
throughout the country.
Although pollution is a serious concern, water 
problems may be the most serious concern every park 
faces(Reilly, 1985). Given the competing demands by 
urban development, agriculture, and industry, some 
parks, especially located in the West, find themselves 
fighting for water to support wildlife and vegetation, 
to serve the needs of visitors, and to maintain popular 
visitors' activities such as swimming and boating 
(Reilly, 1985). Some rivers and streams in arid Western 
national parks are in sucked dry condition in the 
summer by legal uses upstream.
Noise problem is another concern parks faced. It 
can seriously affect wildlife and ruin the experience 
of contrast from everyday life that many visitors seek 
in parks. Low-flying commercial airplanes and military 
aircrafts disturb the serenity at some parks and 
explosions caused by mining and oil exploration and 
weapons testing are another type of disturbance (Brown, 
1973). Highway noise is more than a minor annoyance in 
many urban proximate parks.
According to the State of the Park 1980 report and 
succeeding documentation, park resources are under
tremendous pressure. In fact, much about the 
environments in which parks exist is changing stage 
which, in turn, calls for changes in the way resources 
are controlled and managed.
Visitor Influences
Since earlier times, both parks and the country 
have changed. Impacts of the internal combustion engine 
and increased need for leisure were not clearly 
foreseen, and the National Park System is now suffering 
physically from the success of public interest 
expressed as numbers of visitors (Darling and 
Erichhorn, 1971) . As population and productivity have 
increased, wild country outside parks has diminished. 
The camping which was once found close to home in 
abundance are increasingly looked for in the national 
and public parks, which no longer seem remote. The 
larger number of visitors with more sophisticated 
modern standards of comfort and better ways of amusing 
and entertaining themselves have raised other sorts of 
conservation problems (Lucas, 1982).
There are a number of factors that influence 
individual behavior in recreation environments. The 
demand for some forms of outdoor recreation and leisure 
activities continues to grow (O'Leary, 1987). As 
mentioned before, at the same time, supply of resources
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available to meet this high demand has remained 
unchanged and in some cases, supply has decreased, 
thus the shortage of supply resulted in altering 
potential and actual recreation behavior (Hultsam,
1989). Site characteristics such as accessibility and 
level of facility development also considerably affect 
visitors behavior, as do ways in which visitors 
perceive and respond to these site characteristics 
(Wallace, 1986). Accordingly, it is necessary for park 
managers to consider differences between the attitudes 
visitors hold and actual behavior (Hecock, 1969).
To respond to the potential influence of visitor 
behavior on the integrity of park and recreation 
resources, managers have begun to focus on methods to 
control and manage human actions (Peterson and Lime, 
1979; Schoolmaster and Frazier, 1985). Hultsam(1989) 
suggested that individuals with a higher level of 
education, in general, are more aware of the importance 
of environmental concerns, and older people have more 
positive attitudes toward fragile environments than 
younger people.
In light of factors such as overuse, depreciative 
behavior, user conflict, and deteriorating 
environments, resource managers can no longer afford to 
leave the recreation practioners alone and without some 
regulations of use (Sax, 1980; Dustin and McAvoy,
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1984) .
Two applicable approaches are available for 
managing visitor behaviors in recreation settings and 
parks. The first of these management approaches uses 
direct strategies (Hultsam, 1989). Direct strategies 
obviously control users through measures such as 
prohibitions and legal enforcement (Vander Stoep and 
Gramann, 1987; Hultsam, 1989). Direct strategies tend 
to be regulatory in nature, but they are frequently 
opposite to the recreation experience (Lucas, 1982).
The second approach for visitor attitude and behavior 
management involves indirect strategies (Hultsam,
1989). Indirect strategies might focus on educational 
efforts intended to modify user decision making or the 
negative environmental consequences that can result 
from visitor actions. Educational approaches often turn 
out effective mediators of potentially negative 
conditions in recreation environments (Klein and 
Harries, 1979; Gramann and Vander Stoep, 1987; Hultsam, 
1989; and Marguglio, 1991).
Communications between park managers and visitors 
may be another effective method for management to 
influence visitor attitudes and behaviors. The way of 
communication is to use symbols to share some ideas, 
attitude, or information so that the meaning is held in 
common (Burnett, 1992) . In order to hold meaning in
common, one must understand the target of 
communication. It is noted that for something to be 
communicated, the person producing the message must 
intend to influence someone's behavior through a 
symbolic message (Burnett, 1992) . Marketers hold that 
behavior can be influenced by effective communications.
Two factors mentioned earlier tend to limit the 
potential effectiveness of indirect educational 
management efforts to develop and establish positive 
user behavior in park and recreation environment 
(Hultsam, 1989). First, there is a lack of information 
that could help evaluate which educational techniques 
are most likely to encourage appropriate behavior 
(Robertson, 1981). Second, the majority of research 
that has focused on indirect management techniques has 
been conducted in wilderness and rural areas (Lucas, 
1982; Vander Stoep and Gramann, 1987). Thus, it might 
be difficult to generalize the findings of such 
investigations and apply them to more public park 
environments, particularly those that are ecologically 
fragile and deteriorating, where visitor behavior may 
have serious and relatively immediate effects (Hultsam, 
1989).
Direct and indirect park management strategies for 
controlling and changing visitor and user behavior may 
have potential advantages and disadvantages at a public
park and recreation area (Hultsam, 1989). It has been 
suggested that the most efficient strategy is an 
integrative one that combines several interventions 
directed at managing various aspects of visitor and 
user behavior (Peterson and Lime, 1979; McAvoy and 
Dustin, 1984). While research has addressed how 
visitors react to attempts to manage behavior, less is 
known about visitor attitudes and behaviors in their 
relation to fragile and deteriorating environments.
Public Attitude on Environment Protection
The public attitude on environmental issues may be 
partially reflected by the type of government that is 
in power. Although there are some exceptions, the 
election of a right wing or conservative government 
often means a decrease in expenditures on environmental 
programs, whereas center or left of center governments 
may place more emphasis on these areas (Moore, 1986).
In a poll sponsored by the Democratic Party during 
1982, American voters perceived that Democrats would do 
a better job at protecting the environment than 
Republicans (51% versus 11%) (Anthony, 1982). Since 
conservative governments are generally profit and 
consumer-demand oriented, bureaucrats also regularly 
make the assumption that the cost of pollution 
abatement will slow industrial growth. Environmental
concerns about a park has not emerged as a dominant 
election issue for government. Issues for government 
are being overshadowed by the arms race, unemployment, 
and women's issues (Moore, 1986). Accordingly, the 
assumptions made by bureaucrats on environmental 
relations have never come under close public scrutiny 
and these same bureaucrats are seldom made to define 
their policies in the public forum.
Surveys have been conducted to determine public 
attitudes toward environmental matters. According to a 
CBS News and New York Times poll, respondents were 
given two statements (Anthony, 1982); first, people 
need to relax their environmental laws in order to 
achieve economic growth. Second, people need to 
maintain present environmental laws in order to 
preserve the environment for future generations. The 
respondents were then asked which of the statements 
came close to their feelings. The response strongly 
supported (67%) the maintenance option over relaxing 
laws (21%). There was a bias in the second opinion, 
given the fact that most people would want to preserve 
the environment for future generations, but do not 
necessarily believe that current laws are the best way 
to do it. However, other polls have also shown 
widespread support for environmental protection (White, 
1980; Rosen, 1981) and therefore wording of the option
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may not change the outcome of the poll (Moore, 1986).
Although there may be broad support for pollution 
abatement, there is always the question of strength of 
this commitment in relation to other issues (Moore,
1986). One method pollsters use to gauge intensity is 
to present people with numerous issues to rank. The 
other technique is to allow people to give their own 
priorities. Anthony (1982) cited an example in which 
respondents were asked to list two or three issues that 
they were most personally concerned about today. When 
this question was first, asked in January 1974, 12% of 
respondents chose air and water pollution. This 
question has been asked each year subsequently and the 
percentage citing pollution never varied by more than 3 
points (Moore, 1986). A similar example has been cited 
by Rosen (1981) concerning ten national (USA) issues.
In 1965, only 17% of respondents selected stated that 
reduction in pollution of air and water as an important 
issue, placing it ninth, ahead of beautification of 
America (Moore, 1986) . In 1970, 53% opted for pollution 
control, making it second to reducing crime, but by 
1980, support for pollution control dipped to 24% and 
was sixth place overall.
Public concern about the environment is positively 
correlated with education and inversely correlated with 
age (Rosen, 1981; Moore, 1986) . College graduates were
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more concerned about air pollution than people without 
high school graduation (67% versus 46%), as was also 
the case with young versus old people (70% and 43%, 
respectively) (Rosen, 1981).Moore (1986) suggested that 
one difficulty involved in assessing significance of 
these data is that two variables are correlated with 
one another. For instance, overall levels of education 
of young adults (age less than 30 years) is greater 
than those over 50 years.
Conditions in parks and recreation setting today 
give serious cause for concern. Although national and 
public parks were created for the enjoyment of American 
people, increasing number of park visitors and 
facilities needed to accommodate them are overwhelming 
in some parks. Parks are increasingly subject to 
diverse human influences such as destructive behavior 
or vandalism that threaten further attrition in 
biological diversity and accelerated damage to 
aesthetic values. These pressures jeopardize the 
integrity and stability of park ecosystems.
Increasing human population, pervasive changes in 
the environment, and increasing demands on the nation's 
natural resources present managers of public parks with 
a critical change to bring about better public
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understanding and more effective conservation of the 
besieged treasures contained within public parks.
Thus, based on literature reviews and previous 
research, two hypotheses were developed for this study. 
This chapter also suggested that management might need 
appropriate actions such as educating visitors and 
communicating with them to improve park conditions and 
prevent potential environmental damages. For park 
managers, understanding visitor attitudes and behaviors 
are major concerns to make use of the national and 
public parks as unique and solid protected ecosystems, 
where research can extend science and improve society's 
ability to deal with environmental change. The review 
of literature indicated indirect strategies such as 
communication and education are effective mediators of 
potentially negative behavior by park visitations.
CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Study Site
The study was conducted at Red Rock Canyon. Red 
Rock Canyon was located in the Western half of Clark 
County, the largest populated area of Nevada and one of 
the fastest growing regions in the nation. Red Rock 
Canyon National Area (NCA) was located 15 miles west of 
Las Vegas, Nevada, on the eastern slope of the Spring 
Mountain Range. It covers 83,100 acres. Overall 
visitation exceeds 650,000 annually with a little over 
one fourth of the visitors stopping at the visitor 
center. Visitors come from all 50 states and a wide 
variety of foreign countries. More than 3,500 
elementary students visited Red Rock Canyon's Lost 
Creek Environmental Education Trail in 1993.
Under the National Conservation Act, the BLM was 
required to prepare a new general management plan for 
Red Rock Canyon. Public participation was not only 
required by this act, but welcomed by the BLM to 
provide the best management plan for Red Rock Canyon 
National Conservation Area. This plan was completed in 
September of 1994 and implementation of the guide
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commenced shortly after. This new plan has provided the 
resources and visitor services that this beautiful and 
unique area deserves.
The site was chosen for the following reasons: 
First, the site is proximate to a large urban area and 
is a major attraction to locals and tourists. Second, 
the size of the park was big enough to involve major 
ecological systems. Third, the visitor center could be 
a central communication site. Fourth, management of the 
park was willing to cooperate for this study.
Sample Design
The population for this study was visitors who 
visited at the visitor center, campgrounds, and parking 
lots of Red Rock Canyon between the hour of 10 am - 3 
pm on November 11(Saturday) to November 14 (Tuesday).
The exact size of the population was not known, but it 
was estimated to be 2500 people. Zikmund(1994) suggests 
a sample of 285 is needed for results with a 5 percent 
error. Aaker(1990) suggests that the sample should be 
large enough so that when it is divided into groups, 
each group will have a minimum sample size of 100 or 
more. Sample size in this study was 204.
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Questionnaire Design
The questions for this study were developed based 
on a literature review. Specifically, the previous 
studies of Hultsam(1989) and Moore(1986) were used to 
guide questionnaire development. However, the questions 
used on the survey instrument were unique to this 
study. The questions were developed specifically for 
this study and were based on previous researches by 
Moore(1986) and Hultsam(1989).
Appendix B shows the final questionnaire. The 
first five questions were designed to obtain visitor 
demographic information. Part II contained nine 
questions that consisted of seven attitude questions(1 
through 7) and two behavior questions (II-8 & 111-12) 
in their relation to age groups and educational levels. 
Part III considers behavior questions in relation to 
age groups. Especially, part Ill's questions were 
designed to analyze visitor perceptions, attitudes, and 
behaviors.
Pre-Testing
The researcher reviewed the BLM survey instrument 
which was done in 1992 by District Recreation and 
Wilderness Coordinator, Las Vegas. This survey 
instrument provided how to conduct pre-testing. Survey 
on this instrument was conducted at several different
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locations. After reviewing this material, the 
researcher conducted pre-testing. The in-field sample 
included 20 to 30 people. Since sample for pre-testing 
was small, the researcher had a chance to answer the 
questions to participants. When respondents did not 
understand the meaning of questions, the researcher 
took notes for corrections. After completing pre­
testing, Mrs. Myreen Ascheabail provided assistance in 
organizing and correcting the field survey instrument. 
Based on this information, changes such as eliminating 
unclear and ambiguous questions were made as a result 
of the pre-testing.
Data Collection Procedure
Before conducting the main survey, the researcher 
obtained an approval for this study involving human 
subjects from the office of sponsored programs at 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas and permission to do 
the survey from BLM (see Appendix A). The researcher and 
two hired students who were trained in advance 
approached people who were arriving at the visitor 
center, campgrounds, and parking lots. Interviewers 
avoided sampling under-age children and foreigners who 
did not speak and understand English. Survey mainly 
focused on visitors' attitudes and behaviors relating 
to acts that might cause environmental damage at a
park. The survey was conducted as a prompt acceptance- 
basis. Respondents were approached and asked to 
participate in the study. Those who agreed to take part 
in the study were handed a clip-board with the survey 
instruments. One out of 20 respondents (5%) refused to 
participate in this survey. Non-response bias was not 
considered to be a factor because of this low non­
response rate. Interviews were categorized into two 
time periods; one period was during the weekends- 
Saturday and Sunday, the other period was during the 
weekdays-Monday and Tuesday.
The Variables
Variables in this study are mainly involved with 
visitors' activities, behaviors, and demographic 
characteristics at the Red Rock Canyon area.
A) Gender. Gender was included as a variable to see if 
there was a relationship between gender and behavior 
toward the environment.
B) Visitor Attitude. This variable evaluated visitor's 
attitudes toward actions that may cause environmental 
damage.
C) Visitor behavior. This variable looked at personal 
behaviors of the individual that may have a negative 
impact on the environment.
D) Age. This variable categorized visitors into one of
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three age categories.
E) Education. This variable categorized visitors into 
one of four educational categories.
Hypotheses Testing
Hypothesis One: People with higher levels of education 
have more positive attitudes about the awareness of 
environmental damages than those with lower levels of 
education.
Questions II 1-7 are attitude questions which are 
designed to test hypothesis one. For instance, the 
questions II-l and 3 - "throwing and leaving food dregs 
in campsites causes environmental damages" and 
"environmental awareness is important to me" - were 
examined by the T-Test analysis to determine the 
comparison of visitors who responded to these 
questions. Hypothesis one was tested by comparing the 
mean of the two lower educational categories - 
Elementary School and High School with the two higher 
categories - College Degree and Master Degree. When 
people were specific in the other category such as 
Ph.D., they were grouped accordingly. The rest of the 
other category was not used in the test. Thus, the mean 
of these two groups will be compared on each of these 
questions by evaluating on a 5-point Likert-Type scale.
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If visitors with higher levels of education have a 
significantly lower means compared to visitors with 
lower levels of education, then hypothesis one will be 
supported. This will be done by using the independent 
sample procedure in the mean comparison. The 
Independent-Samples T-Test procedure compute 
researcher's t statistic for testing the significance 
of a difference in means for independent samples. Both 
equal and unequal variance t values are provided. For 
the sample size of this study, a Z-Score will be used. 
This procedure will be done by using the SPSS program. 
The significance level for all hypotheses testing was 
0.05.
Hypothesis Two: Middle age and senior citizens have 
more positive behaviors toward environmental damages 
than young adults.
Questions II-8 and 111-12 are behavior questions 
for hypothesis two. Two age categories-young adults and 
older adults-were developed to test these questions. 
Question II-8 was evaluated on a 5-point Likert-Type 
scale. Since question 111-12 was nominal data, Chi-
Square analysis will be used for this question to
determine whether hypothesis two was supported or not.
T-Test and Chi-Square analysis will be done by using a
SPSS program. SPSS automatically adjusts and uses a Z-
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Score for a large sample, even though it is called a T- 
Test.
Frequency analysis will be utilized for the rest 
of the questions by using crosstabulation in the 
percentage comparison. Each table for the rest of the 
questions shows frequencies and percentages of 
respondents. These results will show visitor's needs, 
wants, and perceptions.
CHAPTER FOUR: ANALYSIS OF DATA
INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents a description of the 
respondents and the results of the data analyses. This 
chapter closes with comparisons of the related 
literature to the findings of this study.
Hypotheses
Two hypotheses are designed for this study. They are 
the following:
1) People with higher levels of education have 
more positive attitudes about the awareness of 
environmental damage than people with lower levels of 
education.
2) Middle age and senior citizens have more 
positive behaviors toward environmental damages than 
young adults.
Description of the Sample
A total of 204 people responded to the survey were 
included in this research. The respondents had the 
following characteristics:
41
42
Table 1. Sample Characteristics by Age
Frequency Percent
Young Adult 118 57.8%
Middle Age & 
Senior Citizens
86 42.2%
The sample was composed of more young adults than 
older adults(57.8% versus 42.2%).
Table 2. Sample Characteristics By Education
Frequency Percent
No College 69 33.8
College 135 66.2
The sample was composed of more people with 
college than those with no college(66.2% vesus 33.8%). 
Table 3. Sample Characteristics By Gender
Frequency Percent
Female 88 43.1
Male 114 55.9
Note: two subjects did not respond (Freq-2 and 1%)
The sample was composed of more male than 
female(55.9% versus 43.1%).
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Hypothesis Testing
Two hypotheses were developed in this research as 
earlier stated. These call for the use of a t-Test for 
hypothesis one.
Hypothesis one
People with higher levels of education have more 
positive attitudes about the awareness of environmental 
damages than people with lower levels of education.
Question II 1-7 was considered an attitude 
question. The mean of these two groups-people with 
college education and people with no college education- 
were compared on each of these questions.
Table 4. T-Test for Independent Sample --  By Education
QII-1: Throwing away or leaving food damages the 
environment.
Variable Mean(SD) T-value Significance
No College College
Attitude 1.53(1.0) 1.46(0.9) 0.53 0.2975
Note: n = 197
There are no significant differences between 
people with no college education and with college 
education in how they perceive this question. Thus, 
hypothesis 1 was not supported.
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Table 5. T-Test for Independent Sample --  By Education
QII-2: Walking off trails causes erosion.
Variable Mean(SD) T-value Significance
No College; College
Attitude 1.97(1.014) 1.84(1.002) -0.90 0.1850
Note: n = 197
There are no significant differences between
people with no college education and with college
education in how they perceive this question. Thus, 
hypothesis 1 was not supported.
Table 6. T-Test for Independent Sample --  By Education
QII-3: Environmental awareness is important to me.
Variable Mean(SD) T-value Significance
No College j College
Attitude 1.54(0.92) 1.34(0.65) -1.61 0.0555
Note: n == 197
There are no significant differences between 
people with no college education and people with 
college education in how they perceive this question. 
Thus, hypothesis 1 was not supported.
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Table 7. T-Test for Independent Sample --- By Education
QII-4: I, as a user, have a responsibility for helping
to maintain a healthy park environment.
Variable Mean(SD) T-value Significance
No College, College
Attitude 1.49(0.88) 1.32(0.73) 1 1—
1
o 0.0815
Note: n = 197
There are no significant differences between
people with no college education and people with 
college education in how they perceive this question. 
Thus, hypothesis 1 was not supported.
Table 8. T-Test for Independent Sample -- By Education
QII-5: I, as user, have a responsibility for helping
to maintain a healthy park environment.
Variable Mean(SD) T-value Significance
No College College
Attitude 2.75(1.06) 2.70(1.09) -0.29 0.3860
Note: n = 196
There are no significant differences between
people with no college education and people with 
college education in how they perceive this question. 
Thus, hypothesis 1 was not supported.
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Table 9. T-Test for Independent Sample —  By Education
QII-6: Visitors activities such as climbing, jogging,
and hiking cause environmental damage.
Variable Mean(SD) T-value Significance
No College, College
i
Attitude 3.12 (1.15) 2 .98(1.03) -0.84 0.2000
Note: n = 196
There are no significant differences between 
people with no college education and people with 
college education in how they perceive this question. 
Thus, hypothesis 1 was not supported.
Table 10. T-Test for Independent Sample —  By Education
QII-7: Destructive behavior and vandalism are problems 
in this park.
Variable Mean(SD) T-value Significance
No College j College
Attitude 2.31(1.11) 2.28(1.09) -0.18 0.428
Note: n = 195
There are no significant differences between 
people with no college education and people with 
college education in how they perceive this question. 
Thus, hypothesis 1 was not supported.
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Summary of Hypothesis 1 
Table 11. Hypothesis 1 Results
Question Number Significance Support for 
Hypothesis one
QII-1 0.2975 No
QII-2 0.1850 No
QII-3 0.0555 No
QII-4 0.0815 No
QII-5 0.3860 No
QII-6 0.2000 No
QII-7 0.4280 No
In all areas, the results of T-Test show that 
hypothesis 1 was not supported by the findings of this 
study.
Hypothesis Two
Middle age and senior citizens have more positive 
behaviors toward environmental damages than young 
adults.
Hypothesis two was tested by comparing T-Test and 
Chi-Square of young adults with the other category - 
middle age and senior citizens. When people were 
specific in the other category, for example, cut offs 
used in the grouping, they were grouped accordingly.
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Question II-8 and question 111-12 were behavior 
questions. The T-Test was used for question II-8 and 
the Chi-Square used for question 111-12.
Table 12. T-Test for Independent Sample --  By Age
Q II-8: I usually disregard rules that limit my 
personal freedom.
Variable Mean(SD) T-value Significance
Young . Old 
Adults ! People
Behavior 3.64(1.21) 4.30(0.89) -4.52 0.000
Note: n = 204
This question is different from the other
questions in terms of the scale. The scale is a 5-point
scale with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 5 
indicating strongly agree. The higher mean-value means 
"Strongly Agree" while the lower mean-value indicates 
"Strongly Disagree." Therefore, there are significant 
differences between young adults and old people in how 
they perceive this question. Thus, hypothesis two was 
supported.
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Chi-Square Analysis for Hypothesis 2 
Table 13. Chi-Square Results  By Age
Q 111-12: Have you ever behaved in a manner which may 
have caused environmental damage?
Count Young Adults Middle Age & Row Total
Column % Senior Citizens
Yes 37 11 48
34.9 14.9 26.7
No 69 63 132
65.1 85.1 73.3
Column 106 74 180
Total 58.9 41.1 100.0
Value DF Significance
9.42203 1 0.002
Note: n = 196
The Chi-Square analysis indicates that there are 
significant differences between young adults and older 
people in how they perceive this question. Thus, 
hypothesis 2 was supported.
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Summary of Hypothesis 2 
Table 14. Hypothesis 2 Results
Question Number Significance Support for
Hypothesis one
QII-8 0.0000 Yes
QIII-12 0.0021 Yes
The statistical analysis indicates 
there are significant differences between age groups. 
Thus, hypothesis two was supported by the findings of 
this study.
Other Findings
The following finding represents a relationship 
between men and women. Table 17 shows that men are more 
likely to exhibit negative behavior toward the 
environment than women.
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Gender by Behavior
Table 15: Gender by Behavior
Count Female Male Row
Col % Total
Yes 10 36 46
13.0 35.6 48.6
No 67 65 132
87.0 64 .4 74.2
Column 77 101 178
Total 43.3 56.7 100.0
Value DF Significance
12.38407 1 0.00043*
Women were less likely to have committed negative
acts.
Frequency Analysis
Frequency distributions would be useful for park 
managers to know what respondents' perceptions and 
expectations are at a park. The following descriptive 
statistics are designed to provide some suggestions for 
management. It might be helpful for managers to find 
out visitors' attitudes, for instance, ask a question 
such as, "What is the most important factor that causes 
environmental damage?" Its frequency indicates the 
number of occurrences under each category.
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Table 16. Cross-Table --  Young Adults
QIII-10: What is the most important factor that causes 
environmental damage?
Category- Frequency 
( N )
Percent 
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Overcrowding 21 17.8 17.8
Illegal Camping 1 0.8 18.6
Overuse Camping 
Ground
6 5.1 23.7
Visitor's Behavior 67 56.8 80.5
Inappropriate 
Facility Location
15 12.7 93.2
Off Road Vehicle 6 5.1 98.3
Other 6 2.9 98.5
No Response 2 1.7 100.0
Table 17. Cross-Table --  Older Adults
Category Frequency 
( N )
Percent 
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Overcrowding 26 30.2 30.2
Illegal Camping 3 3.5 33.7
Overuse Camping 7 8.1 41.9
Ground
Visitor's Behavior 44 51.2 93.0
Inappropriate 1 1.2 94.2
Facility Location
Off Road Vehicle 4 4.7 98.8
No Response 1 1.2 100.0
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Table 18. Cross-Table --  Young Adults
Q 111-11: What is the most serious problem that a park 
and recreation area faces at the current time?
Category Frequency 
( N )
Percent
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Facility Overuse 12 10.2 10.2
Crowding 20 16.9 27.1
Disorderly Behavior 33 28.0 55.1
of People
Air Pollution 2 1.7 56.8
Traffic 3 2.5 59.3
Water Pollution 2 1.7 61.0
Contaminated 3 2.5 63.6
Surroundings
Noise 33 28.0 91.5
Visitor's Behavior 9 7.6 99.2
No Response 1 0.8 100.0
Table 19. Cross-Table --  Older Adults
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
Facility Overuse 14 16.3 16.3
Crowding 17 19.8 36.0
Disorderly Behavior 21 24.4 60.5
of People
Air Pollution 2 2.3 62.8
Traffic 2 2.3 65.1
Water Pollution 1 1.2 66.3
Contaminated 1 1.2 67.4
Surroundings
Noise 24 27.9 95.3
Visitor's Behavior 3 3.5 98.8
No Response 1 1.2 100.0
Table 20. Cross-Table --- Young Adults
Q 111-14: How often do you visit a park or recreation 
area?
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
One or more times 
a week
29 24.6 24.6
Two or three 
times a month
25 21.2 45.8
Once a Month 19 16.1 61.9
Less than Once 
a Month
42 35.6 97 .5
No Response 3 2.5 100.5
Table 21. Cross-Table --  Older Adults
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
One or more times 
a week
8 9.3 9.3
Two or three 
times a month
23 26.7 36.0
Once a Month 21 24 .4 60.5
Less than Once 
a Month
32 37.2 97.7
No Response 2 2.3 100.0
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Table 22. Cross-Table --  Young Adult
Q 111-15: How important do you perceive the need for 
more facilities and activities for your age group?
Category Frequency
( N )
Percent
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Of Extreme Importance 52 44.1 44.1
Of Some Importance 52 44.1 88.2
Of No Importance 14 11. 9 100. 0
Table 23. Cross-Table --  Older Adults
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent (%)
Of Extreme Importance 4 2 48.8 48.8
Of Some Importance 38 44.2 93.0
Of No Importance 6 7.0 100.0
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Table 24. Cross-Table --  Young Adults
Q 111-16: Who should oversee and manage the visitor 
center, recreation area, and campground?
Category Frequency 
( N )
Percent 
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Visitors and Users 
Themselves
20 16.9 16.9
Park and Recreation 
Department
93 78.8 95.8
Social Service 
Department
i 0.8 96. 6
No Response 4 3.4 100.0
Table 25. Cross-Table --  Older Adults
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
Visitors and Users 
Themselves
14 16.3 16.3
Park and Recreation 
Department
70 81.4 97.7
Social Service 
Department
2 2.3 100.0
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Summary By Age
Tables 16 and 17 show that visitor behavior was 
the most important factor. It was perceived that this 
factor might cause environmental damage by both young 
adults and older adults, 56.8% and 51.2% respectively. 
There are also frequency differences between the two 
groups that young adults care much less about 
overcrowding than old adults do, but the former are 
more concerned about facility location than the latter, 
12.7% and 1.2% respectively.
Both groups, young adults and older adults, are of 
the same opinion about overall categories that might 
cause environmental damage(Table 18 and 19).
Tables 20 and 21 show that there are no frequency 
differences between two age groups in the frequency of 
visits.
Tables 22 and 23 show.that both groups feel they 
need more facilities and activities at a park; category 
"of extreme importance is 44.1% by young adults and 
4 8.8% by older people.
Finally, tables 24 and 25 show that both age 
groups believe park and recreation departments(78.8% by 
young adults and 81.4% by older adults) should oversee 
and manage a park and recreation area.
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By Education
Table 26. Cross-Table --  By Education(Lower Level)
Q 111-10: What is the most important factor that causes 
environmental damage?
Category- Frequency 
( N )
Percent
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Overcrowding 9 13.8 13.0
Illegal Camping 4 5.8 18.8
Overuse Camping 
Ground
7 10.1 29.0
Visitor's Behavior 38 55.1 84.1
Inappropriate 
Facility Location
9 13.0 97.1
Off Road Vehicle 2 2.9 100.0
Table 27 Cross-Table --  By Education(Higher Level)
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
Overcrowding 38 28.1 28.1
Illegal Camping 6 4.4 32. 6
Visitor's Behavior 73 54.1 86.7
Inappropriate 
Facility Location
10 8.1 94.8
Off Road Vehicle 4 3.0 97. 8
Overuse Camping 
Ground
4 2.2 100.0
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Table 28. Cross-Table --  By Education(Lower Level)
Q III-ll: What is the most serious problem that a park 
and recreation area faces at the current time?
Category Frequency 
( N )
Percent
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Facility Overuse 6 8.7 8.7
Crowding 15 21.7 30.4
Disorderly Behavior 22 31.9 62.3
of People
Air Pollution 2 2.9 65.2
Traffic 1 1.4 66.7
Water Pollution 2 2.9 69. 6
Contaminated 18 26.1 95.7
Surroundings
Noise 3 4.3 100.0
Visitor's Behavior 0 0.0 100.0
Table 29. Cross-Table --  By Education(Higher Level)
Category Frequency 
( N )
Percent 
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Facility Overuse 20 14.8 14.8
Crowding 22 16.3 31.1
Disorderly Behavior 32 23.7 54.8
of People
Air Pollution 4 3.0 57.8
Traffic 3 2.2 60.0
Water Pollution 1 0.7 60.7
Contaminated 3 2.2 63.7
Surroundings
Noise 39 28.9 91.9
Visitor's Behavior 9 6.7 98.5
No Response 2 1.5 100.0
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Table 30. Cross-Table --- By Education(Lower Level)
Q in-12: Have you ever behaved in a manner which may 
have caused environmental damage?
Category Frequency
( N )
Percent
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent (%)
Yes 17 24 .6 24 .6
Never 44 63.8 88.4
Not Sure 5 7.2 95.7
No response 3 4.3 100.0
Table 31. Cross--Table --  By Education(Higher Level)
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
Yes 31 23.0 23.0
Never 88 65.2 88.1
Not Sure 13 9.6 97.8
No response 3 2.2 100.0
There was no difference in behavior between lower 
and higher level by education.
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Table 32. Cross-Table --  By Education(Lower Level)
Q 111-13: If you indicated "YES" for question 111-12, 
how many times?
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent (%)
One or More Times 10 14 .5 14 .5
More Than Three Times 9 13.0 27 .5
Have not Done 50 72.4 99. 9
Table 33. Cross-Table --  By Education(Higher Level)
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
One or More Times 21 15.2 15. 6
More Than Three Times 13 9.6 25.2
Have not Done 101 74.8 100.0
There was no difference between two groups in a 
manner that might cause environmental damage by 
educational level.
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Table 34. Cross-Table --  By Education(Lower Level)
Q 111-14: How often do you visit a park or recreation 
area?
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
One or more times 17 24. 6 24.6
Two or three 
times a month
20 29.0 53. 6
Once a Month 10 14.5 68.1
Less than Once 
a Month
20 29.0 97.1
No Response 2 2.9 100.0
Table 35. Cross-Table --  By Education(Higher Level)
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
One or more times 20 14.8 14.8
Two or three 
times a month
28 20.7 35.6
Once a Month 30 22.2 57.8
Less than Once 
a Month
54 40.0 97.8
No Response 3 2.2 100.0
There was no difference in perceiving the need for 
more facilities and activities for visitor age groups.
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Table 36. Cross-Table --  By Education(Lower Level)
Q 111-15: How important do you perceive the need for 
more facilities and activities for your age group?
Category Frequency
( N )
Percent
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Of Extreme Importance 31 44.9 44.9
Of Some Importance 34 49.3 94 .2
Of No Importance 4 5.8 100.0
Table 37. Cross-Table •-- By Education(Higher Level)
Category Frequency
( N )
Percent
( % )
Cumulative 
Percent(%)
Of Extreme Importance 63 46.7 46.7
Of Some Importance 56 41.5 88.1
Of No Importance 16 11.8 99. 9
There was no difference between educational groups 
in responding that park and recreation department 
should oversee and manage the visitor center, 
recreation area, and campground.
Table 38. Cross-Table --  By Education(Lower Level)
Q 111-16: Who should oversee 
center, recreation area, and
and manage 
campground?
the visitor
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
Visitors and Users 16 
Themselves
23.2 23.2
Park and Recreation 51 
Department
73.9 97.1
Social Service 2 
Department
2.8 99. 9
Table 39. Cross-Table --  By Education(Higher Level)
Category Frequency Percent Cumulative
( N ) ( % ) Percent(%)
Visitors and Users 18 13.3 13.3
Themselves
Park and Recreation 112 83.0 96.3
Department
Social Service 5 3.7 100.1
Department
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Summary By Education
Tables 26 and 27 show that people with both lower 
and higher levels of education believe visitors ' 
behavior was the most important factor that might cause 
environmental damage. There are significant differences 
between two groups about overcrowding concerns. Lower 
educated people are less likely to care about 
overcrowding than higher educated people, 13.8% and 
28.1% respectively.
Tables 28 and 29 show that noise was the most 
serious problem for more educated people(28.9%) 
compared to less educated people(4.3%). These tables 
indicate that both groups regard disorderly behavior of 
people as one of the most serious problems at a park.
Tables 30, 31, 32, and 33 reveal that there is no 
difference in a behavioral manner. There appears to be 
little difference in a manner that causes environmental 
damage.
Tables 34 and 35 show that less educated people 
visit more often than more educated people do.
Tables 36 and 37 show that both groups perceive 
the need for more facilities and activities for each 
age group.
23% of less educated people compared to 13.3% of 
higher educated people believe that overseeing and 
managing a park depends upon visitors and users(Table
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38 and 39).
Table 40. Visitors' Interests at a Park.
Q 111-17 Which of the following describes your primary 
park and recreation interest?
Category Interest (%)
Sightseeing 92(45.1)
Sports & Games 24(11.8)
Hiking or Bicycling 92(45.1)
Nature/Ecology 66(32.4)
Relaxation 80(39.2)
Social Interaction 14(6.9)
Other 28(13.7)
Note: Repondents gave multiple responses.
Major visitors' interests are sightseeing, hiking
or bicycling, nature/ecology, and relaxation.
Table 41. Management's Priority to prevent 
environmental damage.
Q 111-18: What should management's priority be in 
attempting to prevent environmental damage?
Category Priority(%)
Build More Campgrounds 38 (18.6)
Limit Camping 57(27.9)
Reduce the Number of Cars 51(25)
Limit Off Road Travel 42(20.6)
Sewage Treatment 30 (14.7)
Expand Recreation Area 38(18.6)
Other 29(14 .2)
Note: Repondents gave multiple responses.
The table shows that the respondents think 
management's priorities to prevent environmental damage 
are limiting camping and reducing the number of cars.
Summary
This chapter has presented and analyzed the 
results of the study. The next chapter will present the 
implications of these findings and provide 
recommendations for management and future research.
In frequency analysis, young adults' responses 
show mostly higher mean-value than old adults do. 
Similarly, people with lower levels of education have a 
higher mean-value than those with higher levels of 
education.
CHAPTER FIVE
IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of Findings
Two hypotheses in this research are: First, people 
with higher levels of education have more positive 
attitudes about the awareness of environmental damages 
than people with lower levels of education. Second, 
middle age and senior citizens have more positive 
behaviors toward environmental damages than young 
adults.
Results of this study suggest that visitors with 
higher levels of education do not have more positive 
attitudes about the awareness of environmental damages 
than visitors with lower levels of education. Previous 
studies by Hultsam (1989) and Moore (1986) found that 
highly educated individuals had more positive attitudes 
about the awareness of environmental damages than less 
educated individuals.
Findings of this study differ from those of past 
studies. These differences in findings might be 
explained by two factors. First, there could be an 
historical effect. The previous studies were conducted 
approximately eight years ago, while the current study
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was conducted in 1995. Visitors attitudes may have 
changed over this time. Their attitudes may have 
changed because of public awareness of environmental 
pollution. Second, environmental information from 
journalism, television, and newspapers may be 
particularly influential on users attitudes regardless 
of their levels of education. Now the awareness of 
environmental damages might be influenced more by media 
than through the formal education process.
The present study suggests that older visitors 
tend to have more positive behaviors toward 
environmental damage than younger adults. Age is an 
important variable in explaining behavioral differences 
between younger visitors and older visitors. Young 
adults are more likely to have committed negative 
behaviors than older adults. Furthermore, tables 24 and 
25 show that young adults visit a park more frequently 
than older adults. Environmental damages are more 
aggravated by young adults due to their frequent visits 
to a park. Parks are a relatively inexpensive form of 
recreation. Thus, the more frequent visits could be due 
to young people seeing parks as an affordable form of 
recreation. They not only visit parks more often, but 
are also more likely to commit negative acts. Thus, 
management action and appropriate communication might 
need to be aimed at young adults.
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This study also suggests that women are less 
likely to have committed negative acts than men(table 
15). Managerial actions should consider the need of 
informal education and effective communication for men 
to realize the importance of environmental awareness.
The results of this study indicate that vandalism 
has a relatively high mean-value from both age groups, 
2.3097 for younger visitors and 2.3133 for older 
visitors. This means that both younger and older 
visitors are less likely to be conscious of destructive 
behavior and vandalism. Managerial action may need to 
consider the need of education and training for 
visitors which, in turn, the group would realize the 
importance of environmental awareness.
Implications for Park Management
Management may approach the problem of controlling 
visitors and users innocently, by waiting to see how 
the public uses or damages a site before doing anything 
about it, or intelligently, by expecting events and as 
far as possible taking the necessary protective steps 
before any damage or misuse occurs. At least the 
permanently tender areas are easily identified at the 
start, and layout of the park, trails, and paths would 
be modified accordingly. Both expectation and 
subsequent control, however, depend on how the visiting
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public may be expected to behave. This has been 
observed both in the field by those experienced in 
recreational land management and by devotees of the 
behavioral sciences in a variety of situations.
This study found people with both higher and lower 
levels of education and both age groups. Young adults 
and older people, felt that the most important factor 
that might cause environmental damage was "visitors' 
behaviors." Apparently visitors realize they cause 
environmental damage. They should be sympathetic to 
communication and education focusing on managing 
visitors' behaviors.
This study suggests that people with higher levels 
of education felt that "the most serious problems that 
a park and recreation area faces at the current time" 
was "noise, " while people with lower levels of 
education believed "disorderly behavior of people" 
only. It indicates that highly educated people are more 
likely to be concerned about the serenity of a park 
atmosphere. By age groups, both young adults and older 
people felt that disorderly behavior of people and 
noise are serious problems a park faces. It remains 
imperative for management to communicate and educate 
visitors who are likely to have committed disorderly 
behavior and created noise.
It may be important for management to note that
visitors believe that "overseeing and managing the 
visitor center, recreation area, and campground" depend 
upon professional management by the park department. In 
managing a park and recreation area, the attitude of 
management was very important. Before implementing any 
strategies and techniques, park managers need to set 
the objective of management according to visitor 
demographics. One of the problems of control arises 
where management has an ambivalent attitude toward the 
visitor as someone whose very presence causes 
disturbance to and degradation of the site and who 
ought, on these grounds, to be excluded. On-site 
management attitude may change from that of welcoming 
visitors to that which over the years has become 
proprietorial with a duty to protect the area from 
visitors' destructive behavior and vandalism. The
present study suggests that sightseeing, sports and 
games, hiking and bicycling, nature/ecology, and 
relaxation are visitors' primary interests toward park 
and recreation areas. By monitoring visitors, park 
managers can obtain a knowledge of what they actually 
do, what they want and how they view the facilities 
provided, and where changes are necessary. Monitoring 
must be exercised to find out how visitors treat the 
site.
Moore(198 6) noted that individuals' attitudes on
73
environmental concerns might be reflected by politics. 
As reviewed in chapter 2, a conservative government 
tends to cut down in expenditures on environmental 
programs, whereas liberal governments are likely to 
have more emphasis on these matters. If the Democratic 
party were in power, Democrats will positively 
influence individuals' attitudes toward environmental 
issues. Thus, the trends of politics should be taken 
into account in relation to environmental protection.
Traditionally, education has been most important 
as society's instrument for socializing young people 
(Brown, 1973). Education has converted varieties of 
young people, the products of differential nature and 
nurture, into basically similar young adults. 
Environmental education, then, makes young people 
conscious of fragile environments and eventually, makes 
positive visitors who are more aware of the importance 
of environmental concerns at national and public parks 
(Brown, 1973). People who endorse society's values, 
live within its rules, and contribute to its 
perpetuation tend to be good citizens (Vander Stoep and 
Gramann, 1987).
In summary, this study found the need to examine 
alternative approaches for resource managers in 
relation to human behavior management in deteriorating 
environments. It might be very effective for managers
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to focus on target populations such as younger 
individuals and men in developing visitor control 
management and to develop direct and indirect 
strategies that consider this group.
Recommendations For Future Research
Future studies should examine the role of 
education that would significantly influence visitor 
awareness towards the importance of environment. The 
role of education could significantly influence user 
attitudes and behaviors.
Future studies should also examine the 
relationships between age and attitude, and between 
education and behavior, and how they influence user 
attitudes and behaviors.
A future study in gender issues may provide 
additional findings in visitor attitudes and behaviors.
Limitations of the Study
A limitation of this study was the scale used for 
age. It may not give reliable and valid results. 
Parasuraman(1991) states reliability represents how 
consistent or stable the ratings generated by a scale 
are. The numerical categories were determined by the 
respondents. They were not specified in the survey 
instrument. Thus, this study has a reliability problem.
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This study also has a validity problem in the age 
scale. Parasuraman(1991) states that validity 
represents the extent to which a scale is a true 
reflection of the underlying variable or construct what 
it is attempting to measure. What the researcher wanted 
to measure was the respondent's numerical age. The 
question may have measured the respondents' perception 
of their age group; young adults, middle age, or senior 
citizens. Thus, this study may have a validity problem. 
The survey instrument should have been constructed more 
specifically, such as 5-year intervals(e.g ., 20-24, 25- 
29, 30-34, and so on) in an age category to eliminate 
these problems.
The sample of this study was a convenience sample. 
The non-probability design is not generalizable at all 
and is not appropriate for scientific research(Sekaran, 
1992) .
In this type of sampling procedure, it is 
suggested that every nth person be selected to 
eliminate bias. The method used in this study did 
nothing to control the interviewer selection bias. 
Therefore, interviewer selection bias could be a 
problem.
The questionnaire contained questions the 
researcher designed. These questions were not tested 
for reliability and validity. Therefore, there could be
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problems with reliability and validity.
In this study the questions were not discussed 
individually with the participants of the pre-test as 
suggested by Zikmund( 1994). Myreen of BLM assisted on 
the pre-test. Pre-testing may make the subject more 
conscious of the dimensions of the problems. Pre­
testing should have been examined more carefully and 
implemented more scientifically. For example, the 
questions should have been discussed in detail with the 
respondents of the pre-test.
The sample size was smaller than the researcher 
desired. Sample for this study was 204. It was limited 
by a time factor. Thus, the confidence interval was 
larger than desired. The smallest group was the 
respondents with no college, which were 33.8% of the 
sample. In order to have 100 respondents in this 
category the sample size should have been 296 
respondents.
APPENDIX
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT of the INTERIOR 
APPENDIX A BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
RED ROCK CANYON 
NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA
USE AUTHORIZATION
NCA-UA-fe-- ^
APPLICANT: ' A :7v TELEPHONE fdavtim e): '
ADDRESS: v f i t r f  i t  { '  ■ /y--r; - . V v  ' ' 9 / 0  9
AREA REQUESTED: A:r &  >?*■■(/< -r« r y o / s DATE & TIME REQUESTED: -* * .
NUMBER IN PARTY: 3 NUMBER OF VEHICLES: /  <v J
VEHICLE LICENSE # fs ) :  >cu r/>A>
PROPOSED ACTIVITY: '  ,? lA rr -r v ; '. r ± h . e/  & < • / , «  r .'-iY a3 \  ... . /
/  c r )  :a *  i i * v S ! r r > r ! e t  ■'/ «‘t> r , V r > / " r , c / t s> • c .> •
CO NDITIO NS OF USE
A p p l ic a n t  is responsible for returning the area to original condition after use.
This authorization does not give you exclusive use of the requested area, or any other area within Red Rock Canyon
National Conservation Area.
v e h ic le  u se  is restricted to designated roads or parking areas.
rne defacem ent of or destruction of any vegetation, buildings, fences, signs, gates, water developments, picnic 
tables or other im provem ents is prohibited.
rn e  d e f a c e m e n t  of native rock art is prohibited.
rue collection of firewood or the building of ground fires is prohibited.
' i r e s  m a y  be  built only in cooking grills provided and must be extinguished before you leave.
aii utter a n d  trash must be deposited in trash containers. Large groups (over 20) must pack trash out a n d  may
deposit it at the dumpster at the Cave Canyon Trailhead.
A DDITIONAL CONDITIONS • T- o : - •’ i. -i ■ ■>£ > - n u i ; . D *  ^  , - ,,7
-t u.r m c v ,  to v \| I . y o vh cA& t  \ t \  ^ d, '**i ^ a i  v  r *a ' V r t  t*. 1  ^A? * ___________
C o - i o c u c x  5u.iz.v)tz~ l r° [T  C > |a m S  [To ^  C g V o f e K  / 1 /  / 1 y l t / 1 ' 2 .  / )\f\3> &  I ’ / f ^ f
KEEP THIS AUTHORIZATION W ITH YOU AND SHOW  IT TO  ANY BLM RANGER ON REQUEST
I have read and agree to the conditions listed above.
S ig n a iu re  of A p p l ic a n t
igo a i  j r e  tpf A u th o r iz e d  O ff ic e r
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Appendix B
QUESTIONNAIRE
This survey is being conducted as an independent 
research project by a student affiliated with 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas(UNLVj. The results of 
this survey will be completed and submitted for 
graduate credit at UNLV. This survey is not in any way 
associated with the Red Rock National Conservation Area 
BLM, Dept o£ Interior.
This survey intends to explore visitor's attitudes and 
behaviors at a park and recreation setting. Since the 
following questions are very important in this park, 
the interviewer greatly appreciates your honest and 
frank response. Your response to all questions will be 
kept confidential. Once again the interviewer really 
appreciates your sincere cooperation!!!
I>. Please, indicate by circling or checking 
appropriate response for the following items.
A. How do you describe yourself?
1. Young Adult _______
2. Middle Age _______
3. Senior Citizen ____
4. Other(Please Specify) ________
B. Your highest completed level of education.
1. Elementary School __________
2. High School_______ __________
3. College Degree __________
4. Master Degree __________
5. Other(Please Specify) _______________
C. Your Sex ----------- 1. Female   2. male
D. Marital Status
1. Married ________
2. Single ________
3. Other
E. Your State of Origin
1. Nevada
2. California ______
3. Other(Please Specify)
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II>. On a scale of 1 to 5 with one(l) indicating 
Strongly Agree, two(2)=Agree, three(3)=Neutral, 
four(4)=Disagree, and five(5)=Strongly Disagree, please 
indicate by circling your feelings with the following 
statement:
SA A N D SD
1. Throwing away or leaving 
food damages
the environment --------------  1
Walking off trail causes
erosion----------------------  1 2 3 4 5
Environmental awareness
is important  1 2 3 4 5
I, as user, have a responsibility 
for helping to maintain healthy
park environment ------------ 1 2 3 4 5
Campsites causes environmental
damages-----------------------  1 2 3 4 5
Visitors activities such as 
climbing, jogging, hiking and
cause environmental damage —  1 2 3 4 5
Destructive behavior and 
vandalism are problems
in this p a r k -----------------  1 2 3 4 5
8. I usually disregard rules 
that limit my personal 
freedom -----------------
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III> Please indicate by checking your response to each 
of items that you feel the most reasonable or 
appropriate and if necessary, put a specific answer 
into given spaces.
10. What is the most important factor that causes 
environmental damage?
Overcrowding ____________
Illegal Camping ____________
Overuse of Camping Ground ____________
Visitor's Behavior _______
Inappropriate Facility Location ____
Off Road Vehicles ______________
Other(Please specify) __________________
11. What is the most serious problem that a park and 
recreation area faces at the current time?
Facility Overuse ___________
Crowding ______ ____
Disorderly Behavior of people _________
Air Pollution ___________
Traffic _______
Water Pollution _______
Contaminated Surroundings _________
Noise ________
Visitor's Behavior ___________
Other(Please specify) __________________
12. Have you ever behaved in a manner which may have 
caused environmental damage? (Behavior such as leaving 
garbage, cigarette buds, papers, or food left over, 
etc.)
Yes Never Not Sure
13. If you indicated "YES" for Question 15, how many 
times?
One or more times More than three times
14. How often do you visit a park or recreation area?
Once a week or more ________
Two or three times a month ______
About once a month ________
Less than once a month
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15. How important do you perceive the need for more 
facilities and activities for your age group?
Of extreme importance ________
Of some importance ________
Of no importance ________
16. Who should oversee and manage the visitor center, 
recreation area, and campground?
Visitors and users themselves _____
Park and recreation department _____
Social service department________ _____
17. Which of the following describes your primary park 
and recreation interest?
Sightseeing_________ _____________
Sports and Games _____________
Hiking or Bicycling _____________
Nature/Ecology _____________
Relaxation _____________
Social Interaction _____________
Other(Please specify) _________________
18. What should management's priority be in attempting 
to prevent environmental damage?
Building More Campgrounds __________
Limiting Camping ___________
Reducing the Number of Cars __________
Limiting Off Road Travel ___________
Sewage Treatment_____ _________
Expanding the Recreation Area _______
Other(Please specify) __________________
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